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Editorial 


Is the BCS really necessary? A fair question! We have 
no desire to circulate yet more material for the sake of it; 
the Christian publishing world is awash with books and 
magazines. A look at our survey of attitudes to, or rather, 
barriers to faith should convince that there is still a task for 
us to undertake; it would appear that evolution is the 
largest single reason for unbelief in our day. Some 
Christians may be able to reconcile evolution and creation 
( see the review of ‘Creation or Evolution — a false 
antithesis?’ ), but in the popular mind evolution has 
rendered God unnecessary. What therefore is the status of 
evolution? Both the main article and a book review tackle 
this important question; the latter is of particular interest 
as the book, written by an evolutionist with no apparent 
sympathies for evangelical Christianity, demonstrates 
that for many evolution is an article of faith; and a strange 
and bizarre faith at that! As we have indicated before, this 
is not just a gratuitous attack on evolution, but an attempt 
to clarify the issues for both sides of the debate, as far as is 
possible given our confessed position. 

Just as Christians are found scattered across the world, 
SO groups committed to expounding creation are likewise 
found in many countries. We are pleased to be able to 
publish an interview with one of the staff members of a 
similar organization in Australia, and it is hoped to follow 
this with reports from other continents. Search how we 
might, however, we shall never find the garden of Eden in 
our atlases. Is that because it was mythical anyway, or 
because the flood has hidden it for ever? Does it matter? 
Ray Porter, in the leading article, suggests that we can 


Creation in the News 


In February of 1987 a supernova — an exploding star — 
was observed in the skies above the southern hemisphere. 
It was reckoned to be the brightest object in those latitudes 
for 400 years. Here was a unique opportunity to watch 
cosmological history in the making; even if it did happen 
(according to some theories) aeons ago! But after the dust 
had settled, metaphorically speaking, the star which was 
assumed to have been destroyed was still there, according 
to a report in ‘Science Now’ on Radio 4. Even more 
intriguing were subsequent observations of the size of the 
expanding image over subsequent months; from measure- 
ments of the Doppler shift in the spectral lines, the speed 
of the gases was calculated, but the observed size was 
twice as large as it should have been. Peter Nisenson of the 
Harvard-Smithsonian Center for Astrophysics was quoted 
as saying ““We just don’t know how to interpret the 
discrepancy ’’, in a report in New Scientist ( 15th October 
1987, p.30 ). This is another example of those mysteries 
referred to in the article ‘Chaos in the Cosmos’ in Origins 
1:1; a short piece by the same author on supernovae will 
be included in the next edition of Origins. 





The brain is the most wonderful 
morphological structure in the universe 








know the location of Eden, and that it is important. This 
most thought-provoking exegesis is one of the most 
notable articles we have published, and its relevance will 
become clear when it is read. 


One aspect ... which seems to have been 
overlooked is that Paul links God’s 
wrath ... to wilful rejection of his 
revelation in creation. 





AIDS has aroused many passions recently inside as 
well as outside the Christian community. A group of 
Christian businessmen pooled their resources to place 
advertisements in the national press, quoting Paul’s words 
in Romans 1, and many reacted against the unwelcome 
intimation that the disease could be an aspect of God’s 
judgement. One aspect of this which seems to have been 
overlooked is that Paul links God’s wrath (in verse 18), 
whether or not we apply this to AIDS, to wilful rejection of 
his revelation in creation. Whilst we must not confuse 
blindness to creation with blindness to our particular 
interpretation of it, we must not evade the force of the 
apostle’s words. Creation clearly displays the power and 
divinity of the creator (verse 20), and failure to recognize 
this is deliberate and culpable; the penalties are enumerated 
in verses 24 to 32. Perhaps nothing could more clearly 
illustrate the relevance of creation for all mankind. 


M. G. Matthews 


Also on ‘Science Now’ in November was a feature 
concerning recent research on the brain. Neuro-scientist 
Gerry Edelmann said “‘The brain is the most wonderful 
morphological structure in the universe’. Everything 
speaks of the ‘exquisite’ (sic) design of the brain, yet to the 
speakers all this proves that is why the brain evolved as it 
did; in order to represent reality. This surely demonstrates 
that whatever the apparent evidence for design, the facts 
will be interpreted according to the predetermined frame- 
work erected by the observer; and this is no less true of 
creationists. If it seems to us that such an interpretation as 
that mentioned above is tantamount to shutting one’s eyes 
to what is obvious, let us ensure that we do not fall into the 
same trap with other data. 


Errata 


In Origins 1:2 we inadvertently omitted the name of the 
writer of the report on the Second European Creationist 
Congress; it was in fact Frank Peachey. We apologise for 
this oversight. 

We also understand that a number of copies of the same 
issue were incorrectly bound: please advise BCS admini- 
stration if you have a copy that has not been recalled. 








Where was the Garden of Eden? 


Ray Porter 


Before the flood there is only one place whose geo- 
graphical position is identified by features that are still to 
be found on modern maps. That place is the Garden of 
Eden. In Gen 2:8-14 we are given various features by 
which the Garden may be located. In this article I will 
examine these features and also suggest an answer both to 
the location of the Garden and as to why the writer of 
Genesis thought it necessary to locate it so exactly. 

The first feature is that it is ‘in the east’. The Hebrew 
word translated by this is gedem. This term means not 
only ‘east’ but also ‘ancient time, aforetime’. 

“The noun gedem has either a geographical meaning, 
‘east’, or a temporal notion ‘ancient time, afore- 
ime’... It denotes an idyllic state... In poetic passages 
qedem describes the created state. So Joseph is 
blessed with the chief things of the ancient (idyllic) 
mountains. (Deut 33:15)?, and God is enthroned 
(abides) of old (since creation Ps 55:19)’ ! 

It is possible that with most translations we should read 
‘east’ here, but that leaves the question as to what is the 
viewpoint of the writer. Eden was east of where? The 
alternative reading ‘aforetime’ would not help us to 
determine the geographical setting, but would also remove 
objections to any proposed location that was not regarded 
as far enough east!$ 

The name Eden does not help us very much in our 
search for a geographical location. The name is interpreted 
to mean ‘delight’ as can be seen in the LXX translation of 
‘Paradise’; a word borrowed from the Persian for a park or 
orchard. Blocher says that it is not the same as the 
Assyrian geographical name ( 2 Kings 19:12 )4. The 
suggestion that the name means ‘steppe’ or ‘plain’ does not 
seem to be very solidly based either. 

We come then to the rivers of Eden. These have always 
been taken as the main clues to its geographical location. 
Two solutions have been proposed. One is to follow 
Calvin in locating Eden somewhere in Southern Iran/Iraq 
near to the mouths of the Tigris and the Euphrates. > The 
other is to posit an area in Eastern Turkey close to the 
source of these two rivers. This idea has in recent years 
been promulgated by Victor Pearce.® Both these suggestions 
are made on the assumption that the Garden should be 
located within the area where the Euphrates and the Tigris 
( AV. Hiddekel ) now flow. The problem with both these 
solutions is that all the statements about the rivers Pishon 
and Gihon which flow through Havilah and Cush (Ethiopia)’ 
have to be disregarded or interpreted in a way different 
from their common Biblical usage. Other OT mentions of 
Cush or Havilah® locate them to the South of Israel ( and 
maybe even to the South of Egypt in Gen 25:18 ). Gishon 
is sometimes identified with the Nile.® Thus we can see 
two rivers to the north and east of Israel and two to the 
south. Nowhere is the size of the Garden mentioned. If we 
-were then to look for a place that could in general terms be 
defined as having Tigris/Euphrates and the Nile as its 
boundaries, that place would be the land of Israel. It is 
my contention that the Biblical writers ( and especially the 
writer of Genesis ) understood Eden to be Israel before the 
fall and that this identification makes theological, as well 
as geographical, sense of the data presented in Gen.2. 

That this is a Jewish understanding of the situation 
might be supported from Ecclesiasticus 24!°. This chapter 
not only identifies Israel and Eden as the place where 
wisdom dwells, but also (vv.23-28) mentions five rivers 


that are associated with it. In addition to the four 
mentioned in Gen. 2, the Jordan is included as a river of 
Eden! It would seem that Jesus ben Sirach pictures the 
Jordan as the river that flows through the Garden and then 
divides to the North to form Tigris and Euphrates and to 
the south, Gihon and Pishon. Rabbinic speculation also 
leads us in the same direction. The Apocalypse of Baruch 
sees the ideal Jerusalem situated in Eden and then taken 
up to heaven after the Fall. But we do not need to go so far 
to support our case. Once one has posited that the location 
of Eden is supposed to be an ideal antediluvian Israel, 
supporting evidence may be found in the OT itself. 

Eden is defined by its rivers. Israel at its greatest extent 
is also defined in terms of rivers — from the Nile to the 
Euphrates. (eg. Gen 15:18)!! Parts of Israel can be 
described as having been ‘like the Garden of the Lord’ 
even in the time of the Patriarchs. (Gen. 13:10-— where the 
parts of Egypt bordering on the Nile are also thought to 
have a similar nature). The ideal for Israel is expressed in 
terms of arestored Eden (Is 51:3) and from Jerusalem will 
flow out rivers (Zech 14:8 cf. Ez 47:1- 12). Itis clear from 
all these references that Israel was at the time of writing 
not like Eden and the writers knew that the present 
geographical features did not correspond to the ideal, but 
it once had done and would do again. 





It is my contention that the Biblical writers. 
understood Eden to be Israel before the fall 
and that this identification makes theological, 
as well as geographical, sense of the data 
presented in Genesis 2 


The situation is clearer still if we consider the theo- 
logical significance of identifying Eden as the original 
Israel.!2 First it adds meaning to the parallels between the 
command given to Adam and to Abraham. Dr. N.T. 
Wright in his article ‘ Adam in Pauline Theology *!° has 
worked out in detail these parallels. The covenant people 


_of God who spring from Abraham are given the Land of 


Promise that they might cultivate it in accordance with 
God’s commands so that it might again be as the Garden 
of the Lord and the Lord will dwell with his people as he 
once walked in Eden. Karl Barth has also seen the 
parallels: 
‘Eden is the covenant gift as will be Canaan in the 
covenant with Israel’!4 

Such an hypothesis would explain various features of 
the Biblical account: 
1. The identifiable geographical feature which has theo- 
logical significance is one indication of the genre of 
literature with which we are dealing in the early chapters 
of Genesis. The account has theological significance and 
meaning, but it is also to be anchored into the physical 
realities of the world as known to the writer. By taking the 
text in a literal manner in accordance with other Biblical 
uses of the same terms, there is geographical and theological 
sense. 
2. We should always start from the complete Biblical 
data rather than some theory of human origins as eg. 
Pearce. 


RIGINS *3 


; the Biblical Creation Society « 
[ee eae ee ee 





g 





3. It answers the question as to why it was appropriate 
for Abraham and the Covenant people to inhabit the land 
of Israel. It was the original land for God’s people and was 
to be restored to them. 
4. The description of the Messianic age as God dwelling 
among men — of him walking once more in the Garden in 
the cool of the day gives a unity in the OT to the parallels 
that are drawn between Eden and the heavenly Jerusalem 
in the last chapters of Revelation. 
5. Ifin Rom. 5 Paul is demonstrating that the Jews are in 
Adam before they are in Abraham and that they together 
with all men need to be in Christ to become members of the 
renewed creation and Sons of God!5, then added point is 
given to the argument if one sees that the land in which 
Adam fell, to which Abraham was called and in which 
Christ died are in fact the same land. 

It only remains to ask the significance of this suggestion 
for us today. 
1. There can be no expectation of finding Eden by a 
process of archaeology. The change in the topography of 
the land is sign enough that the original Eden has been 
destroyed by the Flood. 
2. That the rivers that ran out of the Garden to encircle 
what must have been most of the known world at the time 
of writing together with the original command to Adam to 
subdue the whole earth are parallel to the command to 
Israel that from that land should go forth the word of the 
rei into all the world even as in Ezekiel’s vision (ch.40) 
the rivers would flow forth from Jerusalem. 
3. That our expectation is not for a renewed Eden in 
Israel, but for a renewed heaven and earth. The command 
to Adam in Eden and to Abraham in respect of Israel is 
now given to the church in the form of Mat 28:19-20. 
Jesus the true Israel has borne the curse of Eden and those 
who are united to him by faith have become the new 
mankind and the precursor of the renewal of all things as 
Paul explains in Rom 8: 20-23. 
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Australian Origins 


Well, not quite. Arthur Johns, a staff member of the 
Creation Science Foundation in Australia, was in fact 
born in the U.K. On a visit to this country in June 1987, 
partly to see his relatives, he spoke to the editor about the 
history and current position of the creation movement 
‘down under’. He lives in Woodridge, Queensland, and 
has two sons, one of whom is training to be a missionary 
pilot. The opinions expressed here are his own and not 
necessarily those of C.S.F. 


Ed: What is your task at C.S.F.? 

AJ: I am in charge of the training programme and other 
educational activities, including the correspondence course 
run by the Joseph Shelley Institute. I am very involved 
with the Christian Schools movement in our country, 
including a number of Christian tertiary educational 
establishments. 





Aco 


mniversary 





Pad 


’ 
‘ 
UA 


Why Joseph Shelley? 
He was one of the leading figures in Australian 
creationism earlier this century. 

Ed: Why this educational emphasis? Tell me something 
about the correspondence course. 

AJ: We are very concerned that Christians are taught the 
theology of Creation and its implications. We have over 
400 enrolled on the course, which is in four units, covering 
— The Relevance of Creation, History of Evolutionary 
Thought, Biblical Chronology, Introduction to Philosophy, 
Archaeology, and the Six days of Creation — plus the 
seventh! 

Ed: What plans do C.S.F. have for the future? 

AJ: We want to develop a museum, based in Brisbane. 
The first part deals with the origin and sanctity of life, and 
the second part will deal with scientific subjects. We are 
planning a training programme, to train new staff, and an 
expansion of the correspondence course. In addition we 
want to develop the publishing side of our work, including 


the magazine ‘Creation Ex Nihilo’, both in Britain and 
around the world. 

Ed: What is the history of ‘Ex Nihilo’ and C.S.F.? 

AJ: The magazine was started by Dr. Carl Wieland in 
South Australia in the late 1970s. John Mackay and Ken 
Ham became involved, and took C.S.F. to Queensland. It 
is now a missionary organization, the magazine going into 
40 countries, and the course becoming international also. 
‘Creation Ex Nihilo’ has a circulation of about 5,000, but 
is supported by the freewill giving of the Lord’s people in 
Australia. Connected with this we have a wide ministry 
with audio-cassettes, books, tapes, videos and films. 
Ed: This degree of activity and size of circulation seems 
remarkable, given the relative sizes of our countries. To 
what would you attribute this? 

AJ: The strength of creationism in Australia is in commit- 
ment — expressed in giving of time and resources — rather 
than numbers. 

Ed: How then do you see the situation in the U.K.? 
AJ:The reaction to creationism over here seems to be 
general apathy! A message is needed to confront believers 
with the importance and relevance of creation. There is 
also a work of preservation to be done, in teaching our 
children the biblical foundations of creation, and as they 
relate to morals, ethics, standards, and so on. 

Ed: Your aims seem to coincide in large measure with 
those of the B.C.S. Is there any place for different 
creationist groups to get together? 

AJ: That is a difficult one, and you know the relation- 


ships here better than I, but perhaps there is a place for the 
C.S.F. to be a catalyst in bringing brethren closer 


together. 
Ed: Thank you very much, Arthur; please convey our 
greetings to those at C.S.F. 


Footnote: This interview was made before certain 
changes in the structure of CSF which mean that Arthur 
is now only part-time in the organization. 





News of Creation 


Reports of a number of BCS activities during the 
summer and autumn are being held over to our next issue 
because of pressure on space. There are, however, two 
forthcoming events that will be of interest to our readers. 

The BCS Earth Sciences Group is organizing a visit to 
the Yorkshire coast to do geological field work, to be led 
by David Tyler and Joachim Scheven from Germany. 
This is planned for the Spring Bank Holiday week, 
commencing 30th May 1988, and BCS members are 
welcome to come along; they will however have to 
organize their own accommodation. For further details 
contact David Tyler, 24, Harrow Road, Brooklands, Sale, 
Cheshire. 

Our chairman, Dr. David Watts, will be one of the 
speakers at a one-day course organized by the Department 
of Extra-Mural Studies of the University College of 
Wales, Swansea, on Saturday 16th April 1988. The 
subject is ‘Evolution and Creation’, and the other speakers 
are Dr. John Durant of Cambridge, Professor Sam Berry 
of London, and Professor Chandra Wickramasinghe of 
Cardiff. 









M.G. Matthews 


[ This main article has been written in a less technical style, to 
clarify these concepts for the general reader, and to that end 
some complex ideas are treated simply, though we trust not 
simplistically. Nevertheless we hope it will be a useful contribution 
to the ongoing debate. | 


In asense the title of this article is akin to the question “When did 
you stop beating your wife?’ The answer could be both, either, 
or neither — or even a logician’s answer “‘It all depends what you 
mean by.... ’’ For some people it would be very convenient to be 
able to give one word answers to the question, but it is of course 
not that simple. Whatever answer we give, we need to know the 
detailed reasoning and premises behind it. To do that we need to 
define what we mean by evolution, science and religion. 


The Relevance of the Question 
But before we proceed to attempt those definitions, we need to 
ask if, and why it is important to find an answer to this question. 
Does it matter? Here is an extract from a letter received by a 
BCS member from the BBC! “You mention in your letter that 
you ‘wonder what opinion our Christian Consultants expressed 
in respect of this particular programme’, and I have in fact been 
in touch with the BBC’s Head of Religious programmes in 
connection with ‘The Blind Watchmaker’. He feels that the 
difficulty is that the two theories are not on all fours, as evolution 
is a scientific hypothesis, put together by the ordinary processes 
of sifting observed phenomena, whilst the creationist’s view is a 
religious hypothesis based on scriptural revelation. He therefore 
feels that the two views are not comparable and that we neither 
need nor ought to treat them as rivals for the same ground, 
deserving equal time.”’ Creationists are therefore, it seems, 
denied an effective voice because evolution is ‘scientific’, 
whereas creation is ‘religious’. And in popular literature, there is 
a similar message: such as in ‘The Young Scientist’s Book of 
Evolution’, “Creationism and other religious beliefs today 
provide the main alternative to the scientific theory of evolution.” 
.(It is hoped to review this publication in Origins 2:4.) Creation is 
religious, but not scientific like evolution, we are told. So in our 
dealings with the media, with publishers, and others, we need to 
be clear where the truth lies; the status of evolution is of 
importance in this sphere. 
Publications such as the latter are used in our schools. What are 
our children being taught? Is it true? Even if a so-called ‘even- 
handed’ approach is taken, and the two views of origins are 
taught, is evolution being presented as science, as opposed to 
religion? 





Figure 1. 


Evolution: Science or Religion? 


But the most important question is whether it is possible for a 
Christian to believe in evolution. If it is a religion, surely this is 
not possible. There are many evangelical Christians — perhaps 
even a majority — who claim there is no contradiction; that 
evolution can be embraced within Christianity. In “Creation or 
Evolution — a False Antithesis?’ (reviewed in this issue), the 
authors state, “For the reasons spelt out earlier, there is no 
logical — and in many Christian’s view no biblical — contradiction 
in an ‘evolutionist’ believing in creation.”? Other Christian 
publications can be cited with the same message.‘ 


Definition of Terms 

Clearly, then, the question asked at the outset is relevant. We 
turn, therefore, to define the terms; and here the problems start, 
for the dictionaries help but little, giving multiple definitions. We 
have to narrow the field, in a way which will make our answers 
relevant to our purpose, to help us answer the questions. The 
eventual conclusions must be seen in relation to these definitions. 
Science: The dictionary definitions concentrate on knowledge: 
“truth ascertained by observation, experiment and induction’. 
These days we hear of the ‘science’ of all kinds of things, even of 
flower arranging! But amongst ‘scientists’, the emphasis is on the 
‘scientific method’ — of observation, hypothesis, experiment, 
theory. It is a kind of spiral, as more and more data are gathered 
about natural phenomena (see Figure 1), and added to the body 
of knowledge. History is not amenable to this process, as it 
cannot be repeated. As Edgar Andrews says, for a theory to 
achieve its’ status as theory, it should be experimentally 
testable’. A recognized science is one where the subject can be 
observed, experiments performed, and a body of accepted 
knowledge is assembled. Take a human being, for instance: an 
infinitely complex object that we shall never fully understand. 
But we can build up a body of knowledge about him: we observe 
— voice and clothes indicate sex; a hypothesis. We experiment — 
we talk to him— we discover that he talks with an unusual accent. 
We theorize that this is a man from another country — and so on. 
With this definition of science we limit ourselves to the narrower 
question: is evolution a science? 

Evolution: There is much talk about micro-evolution (which 
many Christian scientists will accept) and macro-evolution 
(which they do not); i.e., very small changes, or very large 
changes (though it is a little more complex than that). It seems to 
the author that these terms can be misleading — they imply that 
both processes are part of the same continuum, whereas they are 
not necessarily so. Micro-evolution describes the observable 
small changes within genetic boundaries; and in particular, 


within defined genetic boundaries. If one were to blow up a large 
balloon, it might seem as it enlarges that it could continue 
indefinitely, but we all know that there is a limit; we do not know 
when, for it might be a much larger balloon than we expected, but 
we know that it will eventually pop! There is a point where the 
structure is stretched too far, and it breaks down. (This 
distinction is used in order to clarify the use of terms in this 
article, but the nature of those limits is itself a matter of debate.)® 
Conversely, macro-evolution says that there are ultimately no 
such boundaries: it describes the ‘upward’ change from (in terms 
of biological evolution) one creature, one ‘kind’ to another, in an 
unbroken chain to Homo Sapiens. Julian Huxley summed it up 
thus: “Evolution is a one-way process, irreversible in time, 
producing apparent novelties and greater variety, and leading to 
higher degrees of organization, more differentiated, more com- 
plex, but at the same time more integrated.’””’ Although dated, 
this is still a good summary of macro-evolution. 

This latter process is referred to as evolution in our subsequent 
discussion; the supposed development of all living things from 
one common ancestor. 

Religion: In answer to the question “What is Religion?’, 
J.G.Vos says that religion is extremely difficult to define!® Is 
atheism a religion? Vos thinks so — Buddhism was initially 
atheism, and has always been a religion.” So what makes up a 
religion? In its simplest form, one’s religion is what one believes 
in, one’s faith. It does not necessarily involve a deity, a god.!° A 
religion, then, is that belief about the world which directs the way 
we think and live. 

It seems that the mass media define ‘religion’ a little more 
narrowly — but not much. Islam, Yoga, mysticism, liberal 
Christianity (frequently atheism in all but name) have all come 
under the banner of religion for the BBC. There would seem 
therefore to be a broad concensus on the meaning of the term 
religion. 

It is our desire as arule to derive our definitions from the Word of 
God, but in this case they are not available: it should be noted 
that ‘science’ and ‘religion’, where they occur in certain English 
translations, are not used in their modern contexts, and therefore 
throw no light on this issue. But the extended discussion of 
definitions above has served to make it clearer where the issues 
actually lie, and in so doing have suggested some answers to the 
question posed. 


Interaction 

No doubt most readers are television addicts (!) But there is much 
interesting material on the radio, particularly science programmes 
such as SO4 (Science on 4). Presenter Peter Evans said, on 
‘About Face’, “The face has been designed by evolution to be 
attractive...”!!, How remarkable! Evolution becomes cleverer 
every time we hear about him/it! Such expressions have been en- 
countered by us all. It seems a total contradiction: how can a 
non-teleological process (i.e. without a goal or purpose) design 
anything, as design presupposes a purpose? As Richard Dawkins 
says “The ability to fly is a property of an airliner that we specify 
in advance. If we see a plane in the air we can be sure that it was 
not assembled by randomly throwing scrap metal together...’!” 
But Dawkins sets out to show how this contradiction can be 
resolved,‘ All appearances to the contrary, the only watchmaker 
in nature is the blind forces of physics, albeit deployed in a very 
special way..... Natural selection, the blind, unconscious process 
which Darwin discovered, and which we now know (sic) is the 
explanation for the existence and apparently purposeful form of 
all life, has no purpose in mind....If it can be said to play the role 
of watchmaker in nature, it is the blind watchmaker.’’!* And his 
conclusion is this: ““Let us hear the conclusion of the whole 
matter. The essence of life is statistical improbability on a 
colossal scale. Whatever is the explanation for life, therefore, it 
cannot be chance. The true explanation for life for the existence 
of life must embody the very antithesis of chance. The antithesis 


of chance is nonrandom survival, properly understood. Non- 
random survival, improperly understood, is not the antithesis of 
chance, it is chance itself. There is a continuum connecting these 
two extremes, and it is the continuum from single-step selection 
to cumulative selection. Single-step selection is just another way 
of saying pure chance. This is what I mean by non-random 
survival improperly understood. Cumulative selection, by slow 
and gradual degrees, is the explanation, the only workable 
explanation that has ever been proposed, for the existence of 
life’s complex design.’!* (I have quoted at length to avoid 
misrepresenting the argument.) What are Dawkins and others 
like him doing? They are setting up ‘chance’ or ‘non-random 
survival’, or whatever is behind evolution, in place of God — 
Dawkins does so explicitly. 

Does this not seem like a religion? But we must be careful: if it is 
a religion, how can Christians believe in it? We must look again 
at our definitions of religion and evolution. A religion is that 
belief about the world, the way it is, the way it started, the way it 
is controlled (or not!) which directs the way we think and live. 
Now it is possible to have a belief in ‘theistic evolution’ — i.e., 
that such gradual development did take place, but still believe 
that God ‘planted the seed’, controlled the process, giving it 
‘purpose’, which Dawkins claims it does not have of itself. God 
is not thereby dethroned. Thus, for those who believe this, 
however illogical and confused it may seem to many, evolution is 
not a religion. In fact, evolution itse/f cannot be a religion, any 
more than creation is a religion! 
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Creation is held to by many disparate people. Muslims, 
Jehovah’s Witnesses, even some agnostics, adhere to creation. 
Recently in conversation with the author a research biologist 
who is not a Christian said “I cannot understand how anyone 
who knows the amazing complexity of the human body can 
believe in evolution.”” Some Hindus believe in creation. Even 
some prominent scientists who are no friends to creation cannot 
subscribe to spontaneous generation. It is possible therefore to 
believe in creation and not be Christian in any sense, and so, as 
stated above, it cannot be a religion itself. 

Some people then go on to say that creation and evolution are not 
opposites, and they attempt a synthesis (ref. ‘Creation or 
Evolution’, cited above). This is possible, given a broad 
definition of ‘creation’ and ‘evolution’. Figure 2 illustrates that it 
is possible to extract an almost infinite number of combinations 
of belief, between two exclusive positions; in theory one could 
have an Islamic evolutionist, his life still governed by Allah and 
the Quran. 
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BUT (and this is the all-important but) there are those — and the 
author believes Dawkins is one such — for whom evolution is the 
mystical all-pervasive controlling power; and this is evolutionism, 
which does qualify as a religion. To quote Dawkins again “‘It is 
the contention of the Darwinian world-view ....that slow, 
gradual, cumulative natural selection is the ultimate explanation 
for our existence.’”!* This tallies with the statement of Julian 
Huxley of a generation earlier ““The concept of evolution was 
soon extended into other than biological fields. Inorganic 
subjects such as the life-histories of stars and the formation of the 
chemical elements on the one hand, and on the other hand 
subjects like linguistics, social anthropology, and comparative 
law and religion, began to be studied from an evolutionary angle, 


until today we are enabled to see evolution as a universal and all- 


pervading process.”!© Mary Midgley provides many illuminating 
examples of such quasi-religious faith in evolution.!” 

It appears therefore that neither creation nor evolution are 
religions, but that evolutionism — the belief that all existence, 
even ‘god’, must be explained through evolution — is a religion. 
We must now look briefly at evolution as a science. Briefly, as 
this has been written about at some length elsewhere. Many 
creationists such as Henry Morris!® and Edgar Andrews assert 
that it is not a science.. The latter writes that a student cannot 
graduate in such a subject!®, though this may no longer be the 
case. In addition the degree of genetic change that has taken 
place since the creation, and continues to take place today, is not 
at all clear: it is this change that many call evolution (see 
Definitions)**. But this does not change the facts: evolution, as 
we have defined it, is not susceptible to investigation by the 
‘scientific method’. Even if macro-evolution were shown to take 
place today, it would only show that it could have occurred. ““To 


Thomas Huxley, Darwin’s sympathiser, indicated in a cartoon 
that Darwin was the ‘Pope’ of a new religion, and showed 
scientists doing obeisance before him. Re-drawn from Huxley’s 
original. 











































accept the extrapolation of that [evolutionary] process back to 
Genesis 1:1, however, is to deny the Word of God, which tells us 
that the creation process was different.”’*! So when the contrast 
is made between evolution as ‘scientific’ and creation as 
‘religious’, this is a false dichotomy. Not all creationists base 
their case on ‘scriptural revelation’ (ref. letter from the BBC’); 
some base it on ‘observed phenomena’ (such as Paley of old, 
whom Dawkins respects”). Evolution, conversely, is often an‘a 
priori’ assumption, not derived from ‘sifting observed phenomena’; 
in fact much scientific activity is concerned with searching for 
evidence of evolution! Of course it is true that there will always 
be some indications; it all depends how you look at the evidence, 
and what is your ultimate source of authority. The fact that our 
presuppositions create the framework within which we interpret 
things, and the way we view facts, both for creationists and their 
opponents, is clearly set out by Sylvia Baker in her article 
‘Contending for Creation’:”* ““The way in which a scientist 
interprets the facts is determined by his philosophical and 
religious commitments, i.e. by his whole view of life.” Figure 3 
illustrates this and is reproduced from the aforementioned article. 
There is no knowledge at all about evolution as we have defined 
it — only speculation. 
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Conclusions 


Evolution is not a science, nor a religion: but evolutionism, the 
deliberate exclusion of God from his world, and enthronement of 
‘chance’ or some other mechanism, is a religion: a conscious 
rejection of God. Its adherents want to build a “religion without 
revelation’’. The situation has not changed since R.E.D.Clark 
wrote in 1948 that “the evolutionary outlook’ is still exactly 
what Darwin made it — a substitute God”’. 

We must continue to expose the theoretical and often unscientific 
nature of evolution at every opportunity; I believe such caveats 
as there are in publications like ‘The Young Scientists Book of 
Evolution”? are a response to such pressures. 

But what of the Christian who still retains evolution in some 
form? Dawkins has little time for him. Why bother with 
evolution? he asks.” He is partly right; although we must come 
to terms with ‘evolution’ if it has occurred because we serve a 
God of truth. Once you have God, evolutionism is redundant. 


More to the point, the Bible’s teaching is incompatible with 
evolution on theological grounds, as Nigel Cameron demon- 
strates.“” It is only when we are confronted with biblical creation 
that this ‘synthesis’ has to be abandoned; there is no way that 
evolution can be squared with the Bible’s teaching on creation 
‘ex nihilo’, the order of creation, the nature, innocence, and fall 
of man, to name but a few doctrines. We cannot have creation 
‘alone’ as it were, without the rest of scripture — it will not suffice, 
and we shall end in error. One more quotation to make the point; 
“One cannot acquire perfect certainty of the existence of God 
from the study of creation... That is why people who only study 
creation never agree in their conclusions and never will... The 
best that reason can achieve is to help in reaching the conclusion 
that there is a necessity for acreator.””’ Is the writer not correct? 
He is — proving that it is possible to grasp this much truth and still 
be in darkness, for he is a member of a Muslim sect! Obviously 
more is needed: we need the One through whom the world was 
created, the Lord Jesus Christ. It is possible to be wrong and 
muddled in many areas, including creation, and still be a 
Christian, as salvation is by grace, through faith in Christ. But we 
sin, we displease our Redeemer, if we dethrone him from his 
rightful place as Creator and Sustainer. 
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Origins Opinion Poll 
Sheena Eisaks 


Does evolution really keep people from God? Does the 
ordinary man connect the two? The only way to find out is 
to ask him, and so an opinion poll was undertaken for the 
BCS in the summer to.attempt to answer these questions. 

This survey was conducted at nine locations throughout 
England and Wales, with a sample of 400 people. They 
were asked firstly whether they believed that God exists. 
If unsure, or a definite no, then they were asked for the 
reason(s) for their unbelief; they were then prompted with 
a number of suggestions only if they were unforthcoming. 
The factors ‘because of evolution’ and ‘it’s unscientific’ 
were sandwiched between others to prevent undue pro- 
minence. 

This was intended as a simple survey; the nature of their 
God was of no concern. If they believed in ‘something’, 
they were counted as ‘yes’. A separate survey was 
conducted amongst 131 university students at Manchester 
and Bath. 


| Note that in the tables below all figures are rounded to 
nearest whole figure, and that in Table 2 the figures exceed 
100% as multiple reasons were given in some cases. | 


Table 1 
Q: Do you believe that God exists? 


A: ( %age of respondents ) oe SURE 


General Population 56 21 23 
University Students 48 34 18 


Table 2 ( to those who were NO or UNSURE) 
Q: What are the reasons for your unbelief? 


A: ( %age of respondents ) General University 


REASON Population Students 
Too much suffering in 22 9 
the world 

No evidence or proof of 29 21 
God’s existence 

Religion a prop for the 6 3 
inadequate 

Unscientific to believe 9 22 
in God 

Evolution ( we weren’t 24 38 
created ) 

Bible is myth/unhistorical 9 

Other 15 38 


Analysis of Results 

Table 1 shows that 21% of the sample definitely did not 
believe that God exists. This is in substantial agreement 
with the ‘Operation World’ handbook, which states that 
25% of Britain’s population are atheist. 

Table 2 shows that evolution is the most common single 
reason for unbelief, after the negative reason that there is 
no evidence for the existence of a deity. ( For the 
importance of this, however, see Editorial — Ed. ) Taken 
together, the ‘evolution’ and ‘unscientific’ arguments 
loom large, even for the man in the street. In the 
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universities the importance of the evolution issue is yet 
more marked, being given as the main reason for unbelief 
by 38%. It is also worth noting that the question of 
suffering is prominent for the man in the street ( slightly 
more so amongst Northerners! ), whilst this is unimportant 
to university students. 


Implications 

The Christian might try to reconcile his faith with 
science by believing that God created the world through 
the process of evolution. But, as this survey indicates, to 
the average man, evolution and science are perceived as 
major barriers to belief. Theistic evolution rarely helps 
him. He has already decided — if we have evolved, there 
cannot be a God. It appears that these factors are 


decidedly under-estimated by the church. 
As one person put it when asked ““Do you believe God 


exists?”’, ‘““No”’, she replied, in a matter-of-fact voice, 
“I’m a biochemist’. The point is that such comments are 
anything but unusual. The number of people who retorted 
“No-—I’mascientist” was itself statistically significant. It 
is the author’s contention that many of these people are 
those who are categorically ‘not interested’ when ap- 
proached about questions of faith; those who might close 
the door to those visiting with the gospel. 


If this survey reflects society, there are 11.5 million 
people in this country alone for whom ‘evolution/science’ 
is a major stumbling-block to faith. The church must 
address itself to these people, and educators need to know 
the real power of ‘science’ to affect religious thinking. 








Book Reviews 


Evolution as a religion: strange hopes and stranger 
fears 

Author: Mary Midgley 

Publisher: Methuen; London and New York, 
1986. £5.95 

Reviewed by David Lyon 


Of course, lots of people have tried to say this for a long 
time. Evolution seems to function as a false faith, a 
surrogate religion for modern society. But few if any have 
made the case for this position with such erudition, wit and 
gentle persuasiveness as Mary Midgley does in this book. 
And no one has drawn together into such a short span a 
critique — an elegant critique to boot — of the effects on 
morals and society of the evolutionary religion. 

Let me take you through the main lines of her argument, 
making some comments as we go. Midgley presents 
evolution as a symbolic force, a powerful folk-tale about 
human origins. Which is not to say that science is 
unconcerned with symbol. On the contrary, facts are 
always gathered to fill out an existing world-picture. 
Symbolism underlies science. By exploring the universe, 
science leads into metaphysics. But a balance is required, 
a balance exhibited by Darwin himself, though not by his 
followers. When the drama of evolution takes over, two 
main distortions appear, which are still with us today. One 
is Social Darwinism (or Spencerianism). The other is the 
‘Panglossian’ fallacy referred to by Midgley as the ‘escalator 
view’ of evolution as a steady, linear, upward movement. 

The evolution-creation debate has been confused on 
both sides, says Midgley. William Wilberforce has always 
been portrayed as an ecclesiastical buffoon, a picture 
presented above all by the Huxleyites who simply failed to 
report what he actually said in the infamous Victorian 
debate. (But Midgley does indulge in a little gratuitous 
labelling herself when describing contemporary creation- 
ists as ‘literalists’ who hold to a ‘dictation theory’ of the 
Bible. Or is this gratuitous? Maybe creationists (as 
distinct from people who believe God created the world) 
identify with such views. At any rate, Midgley herself 
subscribes to the notion of Dobzhansky (similar to that of 
Donald MacKay as I understand it) that science is about 
fact and religion about meaning. 





For evolutionism... is a poor substitute 
for the belief that God made everything. 
It has become a ‘creation-myth’, with 
power independent of it’s truth. 





It is chemists and physicists, avers Midgley, who fall 
most easily for creationism, devoted as they are to ‘the 
glamour of physical science’. Social scientists, or natural 
scientists who have also retained the art of ‘general 
thinking’, are less likely todo so. Yet, as she explains later, 
given the malignant effects of evolutionism, people may be 
forgiven for being attracted to the creationist view. For 
evolutionism, she implies, is a poor substitute for the belief 
that God made everything. It has become a ‘creation- 
myth’, with power independent of its truth. 





This is the main burden of the book. To the overblown 
drama of evolution may be traced some of the most 
pernicious ideas of today; or at least there are some 
striking similarities and apparent connections. In turn 
Midgley takes to task a number of influential thinkers, 
parading them before the reader as a rogues’ gallery of 
scientists and philosophers who should have known 
better. The Marxist J.D. Bernal who seemingly approved 
social-Darwinistic ideas of superscientists, popularisers 
who regard DNA as a kind of filmstrip that can be unrolled 
and examined, and the ‘machine-struck’ philosopher 
Jonathan Glover, ‘carried away on a wave of undiagnosed 
faith in technology’ — all are treated to firm but fair 
dismissal. 

For Midgley the claim that evolution is a religion is 
based on an argument that belief in the future (from the 
escalator theory) is religious, that ‘Life’ appears to be its 
deity, and that religious emotion is evident in the sense of 
vastness and majesty found in the evolutionary scheme. It 
is simply a faith by which many moderns live. In certain 
hands, notably E.O. Wilson’s, the smug certitude and 
dogmatism that attend some more recognisable forms of 
religion, also reappear. 

The major difficulty this raises for Midgley seems to be 
the arbitrarily human-centred universe to which it gives 
rise, along with its rampant, yes, and capitalistic indivi- 
dualism. On the first problem, she delightfully reminds us 


_ that God created for his purposes, not for any intrinsic to 


the human race, and that moreover, ‘redwoods and 
pythons, frogs, moles and albatrosses are not failed 
humans or early try-outs for humans or tools put there to 
advance human development’. She deplores the whole 
linear image of upward progress, preferring (Darwin’s) 
image of a ‘radiating bush’, indicating the rich variety of 
species. 

On the second, after eliminating in a few deft strokes the 
sociobiologist’s pseudo-problem of how altruism can 
evolve by natural selection, she insists that the link 
between the belief in the primacy of individual freedom on 
the one hand, and evolution, on the other, must be severed. 
It has served to encourage ‘a chaotic mob of dollar- 
snatching cormorants, doing damage of an order undreamed 
of in previous ages’. The bind is that we no longer have a 
moral. vocabulary with which to decry such a situation. 
(She doesn’t mention him, but this view was expressed 
with clarity several years ago by Alasdair MacIntyre.) 

Individualism simply won’t do. It has great limits as a 
philosophy of life. Crusoe, that classic model for indivi- 
dualists, did have duties on his island — duties to himself, 
and to the environment. His sense of duty to God kept him 
sane, Midgley concludes. But nevertheless God need not 
be brought into an adequate morality; certain ethical 
positions transcend religious division. And hers, that our 
unity with each other and with nature is the basis for duty, 
is one such. 

I have written this review in an open-ended style in the 
hope that readers will be enabled to form for themselves 
not only some opinion of the book, but also some 
arguments of their own with which to engage Midgley’s. 
For they are worth debating. Her view of the relation of 
science and religion is illuminating in some respects, 
frustrating in others (where does fact end and meaning 
begin?). Her description of creationism is salutory (though 
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maybe controversial). Her questions about humans as the 
pinnacle of creation (my word!) deserve answer, especially 
from Protestants, among whom some have used the ‘little 
lower than the angels’ doctrine as an excuse for (I think) 
unwarranted distancing of humans from animals and from 
the material world. And her conclusion, that an ethic may 
be present in the very constitution of human sociality 
(which is what I understand her to be saying) has received 
support from leading theologians such as G.C. Berkouwer. 


That said, however fine her critique of evolutionary 
religion, it is sad that she cannot commend Christianity as 
the world-picture within which the enduring human con- 
undrums and confusions may be put in context. But the 
drift of her book gives away her apparent perspective: 
religion should provide us with an adequate orientation to 
help us answer our pressing moral questions. What she 
fails to address is the issue of God’s questions to us. 





Creation or Evolution — a false antithesis? 
Latimer Studies 23/24 

Authors: M.W. Poole with a chapter by G.J. 
Wenham. 

Publisher: Latimer House, Oxford, 1987 
Review by Verna Wright. 


Latimer Studies are the in-house journals of the Anglican 
Church. This issue is devoted to the defence of evolution 
with a particular attack on Sylvia Baker’s book “‘Bone of 
Contention: is evolution true?’ Dr. Gordon Wenham who 
contributes a chapter on interpreting Genesis 1-3 is a well 
known biblical scholar. Dr. M.W. Poole is a scientist at 
Kings College, London. 

The 84 page pamphlet is well argued, taking care to 
return to source material, something which with justification 
the authors accuse creationist writers of often not doing. 
Their conclusion is that in principle both creation and 
evolution may be accepted without inconsistency or 
disloyalty to Scripture. Furthermore, the grounds on 
which each may be accepted are distinct. Creation-by- 
God can only be known by revelation, through the 
Scriptures. Evolution, on the other hand, stands or falls 
with the scientific evidence. Creationism and evolutionism, 
however, are different matters and need to be carefully 
distinguished from creation and evolution. 

On the whole, advocates of Biblical special creation are 
likely to take considerable heart from this book. It is a 
scholarly, restrained piece of writing and if it is the best 
that the advocates of evolution can produce, then Biblical 
special creationists have little to fear. Their strongest 
point is in relation to the speed of light in the universe. On 
the other hand, they dismiss the implications of the 
creative miracles of Christ, with their obvious discontinuity 
in an uniformitarian approach to time scales. They make 
little or no mention of the effect of the curse, although this 
is dealt with in the IVP book on Creation and Evolution 
published in 1985, which they quote extensively. 

The most tentative chapter is the theological one, which 
is honest enough to show why the days of Genesis 1 are 
likely to be in 24 hour periods, that the word bara is most 
likely to mean creation ex-nihilo, and that the account in 
Genesis 2, with the New Testament statements in Romans 
5 v1 and Acts 17 v 2b seem to suggest monogenesis. Dr. 
Wenham then struggles to fit this into an evolutionary 
framework. The authors accuse Sylvia Baker of giving no 
consideration whatsoever to the hermeneutics of the early 
chapters of Genesis (p82), regarding this as the key issue 
on which everything else depends. Yet the most logical 
deduction from their own chapter on the matter would 
favour special creation. The authors are as condemnatory 
about evolutionism (which they see as a package consisting 


of belief in evolution plus an additional set of beliefs, 
including ideas about moral progress, atheism, reductionism, 
and naturalism), as they are reserved about special 
creation. Whilst it is true that the abuse of a truth does not 
invalidate the truth, the profound influence philosophically 
of the evolutionary model should at least give the authors 
cause to question whether there is not another force at 
work blinding the eyes of men and steering them to 
embrace a model which has led to such disastrous 
philosophies in the world. 


In the Minds of Men 

Author: Ian. T. Taylor. 

Publisher: TFE Publishing, 77 Huntley Street, 
Suite 1016, Toronto, Ontario, Canada, M47 2P3. 
1984. $25.00 

Reviewed by David J. Tyler. 


Books that set out to provide a comprehensive overview 
of a subject are generally difficult to review. Inevitably, 
the authors find it impossible to provide detailed discussions 
of specific topics — and this often makes them easy to 
criticise. To do them justice, reviewers should seek to 
evaluate the books by reference to their objectives. 

“In the Minds of Men has been written expressly 
for the majority of the public, those who feel 
‘uneasy’ about evolution and in a broader sense are 
aware that history, science, religion and politics must. 
surely share common principles. They do indeed. 
Although there are books on these individual subjects, 
so far as is known there is no one volume that 
combines them all between two covers in such a way 
that the common evolutionary thread becomes abun- 
dantly plain. I have attempted to put together such a 
volume.”’ (p.xii) 
This hard-backed production has 430 pages of text 
divided into 15 chapters, accompanied by another 68 
pages of appendices, notes, references and an index. 
Illustrations are liberally scattered throughout the book, 
making it visually very attractive. It represents a major 
publishing venture, and its comprehensive coverage pro- 
vides interesting material for most categories of reader. 
The book has been favourably reviewed in the Toronto 
Star, Canada’s major newspaper, and is being accepted 
by trade book stores and by public libraries. Sales are now 
about 2,000 copies, mostly in Canada, but also in the 
USA and Australia. 

It is useful to know that Ian Taylor was the producer- 
writer of a documentary film series in Canada that 
examined the ongoing debate between creation and evo- 
lution. The Crossroads Creation Series has been well- 








received by creationists in Canada and the USA, and has 
been broadcast by several TV stations managed by 
Christian groups (see next issue). 

Taylor’s central concern is to show that ideology cannot 
be excluded from the study of origins (hence the title of the 
book). He devotes many chapters to tracing out the 
different world-views and how they have led to differing 
interpretations of data. The book begins by considering 
the rationalistic influence of Greek philosophy and the 
increased hostility to revelation at the time of the Renaissance. 
Biographical sketches are given of 18th and 19th Century 
intellectual leaders on the Continent (Linnaeus, Buffon, 
Lamark and Cuvier) and in Britain (Malthus, Lyell, 
Darwin and Wallace). Considerable space is devoted to 
Lyell’s influence on geological thought. A whole chapter 
is given to Darwin’s life and personality before proceeding 
with extensive dis>ussions of Darwinian evolution, the 
origin of life and the origin of man. The book returns to 
geology with two chapters on dating methods and chro- 
nology. The ideological theme is prominent in the last 
three chapters, where the ‘revelation to reason’ thesis 
receives further elaboration. Darwin’s theory is seen to 
become a powerful tool in the hands of those promoting 
scientism, atheism, and secular humanism. Attempts to 
harmonise Biblical revelation and evolutionary theories 
are shown to be dangerous compromises — for they do not 
face up to the conflict of ideologies. The social and 
political implications of evolutionary philosophy lead to 
inhuman and immoral visions for a future world order. 





Attempts to harmonise Biblical revelation 

and evolutionary theories are shown to be 

dangerous compromises — for they do not 
face up to the conflict of ideologies. 





In the course of this discussion, matters are introduced 
to most of the major challenges to evolutionary ideas that 
are found in the literature, together with many of the 
theories and hypotheses developed by creationists. Thus, 
problems in Lyellian geology are discussed at some 
length; as are creationist responses to Darwinism, the 
chemical origin of life, human evolution, dating methods 
and Social Darwinism. In most cases, creationistic writers 
are not cited and, whever possible, documentation is given 
from “orthodox scientific sources”. According to the 
author, this has been done in order to compete with secular 
trade books and to gain a readership in schools, libraries 
and among non-christians. The intention is also to provide 
christian readers with much primary reference material 
relevant to the comprehensive subject matter. 

Two general areas for evaluation are considered in this 
review. The first concerns Taylor’s historical approach to 
his subject, with particular reference to his attempts to 
look inside “‘the minds of men’’. The second area concerns 
Taylor’s discussion of the earth sciences. 

Basically, the reviewer regards Taylor’s historical and 
philosophical perspectives on the subject as extremely 
helpful. The time invested in reading and following up the 
different ideas will be amply rewarded. This approach 
prevents the compartmentalisation of knowledge which 
plagues many presentations of origins. The influence of 
individuals comes across very strongly — and rightly so. It 





is helpful to know something of the people behind seminal 
ideas, and the environment within which they worked. 
However, it must be said that Taylor does not write as a 
historian of science. In most cases, he is a theological 
interpreter of developments. Frequently, we are told why 
individuals acted in the way they did and of the motives 
which stirred them to publish their ideas. Documentation 
to support these interpretations is rarely possible, and the 
responsibility for making them lies with Taylor. Whilst, in 
most cases, the assessments seem probable, it must be 
questioned whether this style of writing is too subjective. 
One can know what these men said and what influence 
they had — but to continually discourse on why they said 
these things may lead to the confusion of historical fact 
and subjective interpretation. 

For example, objections to a literal belief in the Genesis 
account of Creation and the Flood are consistently 
interpreted as springing from a deep seated resentment 
against the idea of divine intervention: 

**An actual conspiracy is not being suggested, 
however, but rather a deeper motivation that lies 
hidden in the recesses of the human mind and one to 
which kindred spirits gravitate.” (p.58) 
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The danger perceived by the reviewer is that the 
intellectual and rational issues in the origins controversy 
are not given sufficient weight, and that the relative merits 
of the different positions are assessed in terms of hypo- 
thetical ‘hidden motives’ of the participants. This danger 
is of real importance, and it appears to have affected 
Taylor’s presentation of some geological issues. 

Turning now to these geological issues, the reviewer has 
again mixed reactions to the relevant chapters. On the one 
hand, the content matter is stimulating and provides many 
leads for further study. On the other, the analysis suggests 
a polarisation of views — between Flood geology and 
Lyellian uniformitarianism — which cannot be sustained. 
Historically, the choice in Darwin’s day was not between 

**the result of natural forces acting over a long period 
of time or... the result of supernatural forces acting 
over a short period of time and comparatively 
recently.”’ (p.125) 
Elsewhere Taylor writes of the multiple catastrophe views 
of most geologists in the early Nineteenth Century, but the 
above statement of the issues is historically misleading. 
The Flood geology views of which Taylor speaks were not 
held by any of the ‘catastrophists’. Yet again, Taylor 
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Suggests that Flood geology was widely accepted when 
Lyell was a student: 
**Lyell’s interest in geology began when he was a 
student at Oxford where he attended a series of 
lectures by William Buckland who taught geology. 
When taught at all in those days, it was taught in the 
context of the biblical Flood.” (p.66) 
It would be fairer to say that geology was taught in the 
context of multiple catastrophies, separated by long 
periods of time, with Noah’s Flood being associated with 
only the most recent of these catastrophies. Furthermore, 
the impact of James Hutton appears to be seriously under- 
estimated. Rather than saying that his ideas were “‘not 
seriously accepted in his own time’’, the reviewer would 
argue that Hutton’s views had an enormous influence on 
all the 19th Century geologists —‘catastrophists’ as well as 
‘uniformitarians’. 

Taylor's views on the Geological Column and how it 
was constructed can be strongly challenged. William 
Smith, the “father” of English geology because of his 
stratigraphical work, laid a foundation on which many 
others built. Lyell’s contribution came later and was to 
propose a widely accepted division of the Tertiary strata. 
All this took place before the general acceptance of the 
biological Theory of Evolution. Taylor’s version of events 
appears highly contrived: 

“Lyell recognised that nowhere in his travels through- 
out the British Isles and Europe had he found a 
perfect set of sedimentary rocks containing a gradation 
of every fossil form, but he suggested that an 
imaginary column could be put together on paper 
from the bits and pieces of the entire column that he 
visualised. The imaginary column, or geologic 
column, as it is called, is a vital modern tool for such 
things as oil exploration. Lyell is the acknowledged 
founder of this branch of science known as strati- 
graphy. Geologists who use this concept are, for the 
most part, not the least concerned that it appears to 
do violence to the Mosaic account.” (p.71-72) 
This statement is most unsatisfactory — and it is unfortunately 
accompanied by many others in what would otherwise be 
an excellent book. Suffice it to add here that the Geological 
Column is not a “‘theoretical and abstract device”’ (p.103) 
but a very practical and useful consolidation of field 
evidences. William Smith’s famous illustration of the rock 
strata between London and the Berwyn Mountains is well 
worth consulting as it will help to clarify the situation. 
Certainly, there is scope for critical work on stratigraphy 
and biostratigraphy, but not at the level suggested by 
Taylor. His unrealistic evaluation of the Geological 
Column unfortunately weakens the overall impact of his 
arguments. 

The role of presuppositions in the development of the 
historical sciences is a major interest throughout the book. 
This is one of its strong points. Presuppositions lead to 
deductive reasoning — people see what they are expecting 
to see and are curiously blind to anomalous data. Taylor 
rightly suggests that Lyell is a good example of an 
individual working out his presuppositions. 

“It can be reasonably assumed then that Lyell’s 
ideas were well formed in principle, if not in detail, 
before he went out to look at the evidence, and that, 
with a preconceived idea, he was apt to see only the 
evidence providing support for his theories.”’ (p.67) 


(This must not be allowed to imply that Lyell was careless 
or intellectually flabby. On the contrary, Lyell’s work was 
of a high standard and deserving of respect.) 

In the opinion of the reviewer, Taylor’s presuppositions 
have also dictated his judgement in many areas. In the 
Minds of Men documents the author’s own analysis of 
ideas and events — but ‘personal’ interpretations come 
through too strongly. Contemporary delineations of the 
origins controversy are imposed on those of the past and 
lead to an unusual mixture of conclusions. Sometimes the 
effect is very pleasing, where new light is shed on old 
debates and the issues are helpfully explained. Sometimes 
the effect is unsatisfactory, and the author fails to realise 
that the scientists and philosophers were men of their day 
and must be assessed accordingly. 

Despite its varied content, the book will generally 
provide helpful information and analysis on a wide variety 
of topics. All are covered in an interesting literary style. 
People who want a good comprehensive reference work 
on the origins debate should take a serious interest in this 
book. Those who possess it are likely to enjoy reading it, 
and will probably find themselves consulting it regularly. 





Correspondence 


Letter from Rev. Hywel R. Jones, Principal, 
London Theological Seminary. 


I would like to be allowed to respond to Mr. Ackerman’s 
comment on my review of Henri Blocher’s book “In the 
Beginning’ ( in Origins 1:1 ). My aim in doing so is to 
further the study of Genesis 1 in a way which is fully in 
keeping with its character as Holy Scripture. 

Ackerman claims that the literal-literary distinction 
( which I agree is central in Blocher’s work) belongs to a 
fallen world and is therefore inappropriate to Genesis 1 
which of course antedates the Fall and refers to a perfect 
world. The validity and force of this argument depends 
logically on its being proved that Genesis 1 was written in 
a pre-Fall situation. That, I venture to think, is beyond 
proof. What surely is clear is that Genesis 1 was not. 
written by the finger of God in the garden before the Fall 
but by Moses after it. Ackerman’s objection is only | 
founded, as he admits, on a supposition. But what 
concerns me is that it is on such a basis that Ackerman 
accuses Blocher by necessary implication of setting up 
“autonomous reason’’ as a judge of Scripture. This is 
inaccurate, uncharitable, and unhelpful for our study of 
God’s Word. To disagree with Blocher on the literary 
character of Genesis 1 ( as I happen to do ) is one thing; to 
denounce him as one who does not submit to Scripture’s 
authority as the written Word of God is another. And all 
on the basis of a supposition! God help us to differentiate 
our friends from our foes! 


This is a vital and perennially difficult area of 
hermeneutics. We must indeed engage in constructive 
dialogue without ‘unchurching’ our true brethren. This 
correspondence is closed but we would welcome articles 
which make a positive contribution to this debate — Ed. 
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